This study extends the literature by utilizing a three-component organizational commitment measure to identify ways for managers to drive salesperson effort. Using social exchange theory and survey data from industrial salespeople, an analysis reveals that perceived organizational support (POS) has a strong positive effect on affective commitment, no signifi cant effect on normative commitment, and a negative effect on continuance commitment. Further, the fi ndings show that only one component of organizational commitment-affective commitment-has a positive direct effect on sales effort, whereas normative and continuance commitment do not. However, normative commitment plays a supporting role as it positively moderates the relationship between affective commitment and effort. In addition, the study indicates that job satisfaction has positive effects on both affective and normative commitment, but no signifi cant effect on continuance commitment.
Organizational researchers and managers pay special attention to employees' organizational commitment based on the belief that organizations with committed employees achieve superior long-term performance (Bentein et al. 2005; Jaros et al. 1993; Luchak and Gellatly 2007) . Over the decades, studies involving organizational commitment have also been pervasive in sales research (Brown and Peterson 1993; Chonko 1986; Mulki, Jaramillo, and Locander 2006) . This research focus is understandable, as a recent meta-analysis indicated that the positive relationship between organizational commitment and job performance is stronger for salespeople than for nonsales employees (Jaramillo, Mulki, and Marshall 2005) . This notion echoes Pierce and Dunham's (1987) observation that organizational commitment is more important in jobs that are complex, require adaptability, and demand initiatives, all of which are characteristics of personal selling (Sager and Johnston 1989) . From a practical standpoint, the importance of organizational commitment is implicated by a report released by HR Chally that indicates that the replacement cost of an experienced salesperson with average performance ranges from $40,000 to $60,000 (Stevens 2003) .
More interestingly for managers, there also have been a number of studies indicating that employees' perceived organizational support (POS), a variable that management can certainly infl uence, has a positive effect on organizational commitment (Eisenberger et al. 1986; Maertz et al. 2007; Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002) . These fi ndings seem intuitive, and perhaps even obvious, until you compare them with some interesting results from Sager (1999) . Sager notes: Salespeople . . . expressed dismay at "lack of attention from upper management," "lack of caring on the part of upper management," "upper management's failure to get input from the fi eld," and "upper management's over-concern with the 'almighty buck.'" . . . Despite this negativity . . . salespeople refl ected a fairly high level of commitment to the company. (Sager 1999, p. 63) The question then becomes, how can we explain these confl icting fi ndings?
One possible explanation is that salespeople are simply different from traditional employees. They are independent, self-reliant, and typically distal from the organization. They operate as boundary spanners (Singh 1993) and enjoy a great deal of empowerment and autonomy. In many cases, it is not appropriate to assume that a relationship that has been researched regarding in-house employees will hold true for salespeople. Moreover, because salespeople spend a great deal of their time in the fi eld, research on their commitment carries a certain sense of urgency and importance. The last thing a company wants is an uncommitted salesperson who is not afraid to share his or her discontent with customers.
Another possible explanation is that organizational commitment has traditionally been measured as a unidimensional construct (Mowday, Porter, and Steers 1982; Mowday, Steers, and Porter 1979) . However, Allen and Meyer (1990) developed a three-component model, consisting of affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment. They defi ne affective commitment as being based on one's values, with normative commitment based on obligation, and continuance commitment based on calculation of costs and benefi ts. They argue that these components are differentially linked to variables as antecedents and consequents (Meyer, Allen, and Smith 1993) . The three-component model has received considerable interest from organizational researchers and has been tested in a variety of empirical settings (Bentein et al. 2005; Lok, Westwood, and Crawford 2005; Snape and Redman 2003) . However, it has not been examined within our nomological network.
This fact is important because, according to Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) , the different components of organizational commitment will have differential effects on other variables, such as attitudes or behaviors. We offer three primary contributions. First, given the importance of organizational commitment to sales force management, this study examines the value of decomposing commitment into its three components in a sales context and enriches our understanding of this important construct. Second, we investigate the nomological validity of the organizational commitment construct by examining some of its antecedents and consequences.
As shown in Figure 1 , we test the impact of organizational commitment on an important behavioral consequencesalesperson's effort. In addition, we include POS, trust in supervisor, and job satisfaction as antecedents. It is common in extant research to fi nd these variables linked in some way in sales force research, but they have not yet been examined in light of the three-component organizational commitment model (Brown and Peterson 1994; Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002) . Based on a literature review, intuitive reasoning, and drawing insight from social exchange theory (Blau 1964; Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005) , we expect the directions and relative strengths of these relationships to differ among components (Meyer and Herscovitch 2001) . Third, we emphasize the managerial implications of this study to help managers create value for their companies and their employees. Of specifi c interest are the activities that managers can engage in to facilitate salesperson commitment, effort, or both. Given that the three components
Figure 1 Conceptual Model and Results
Notes: All coeffi cients are standardized. Dotted lines represent relationships that were hypothesized but not supported. ** = 0.05; *** = 0.01.
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are likely to have differential relationships with variables in our nomological network, it is important for managers to understand the differences between components in order to make appropriate decisions regarding the management of salespeople. We believe that our fi ndings are meaningful for managers and researchers alike.
BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
A well-accepted defi nition of organizational commitment is the extent to which an employee identifi es with the fi rm and its goals (Mowday, Steers, and Porter 1979) . In other words, employees emotionally attach to their organization as they come to believe in its values and vision (Mulki, Jaramillo, and Locander 2006) . As pointed out by Commeiras and Fournier (2001) , however, this defi nition only refl ects the affective dimension of organizational commitment. Meyer and Allen (1984) extended the literature by adding another dimension to the framework-that is, continuance commitment. However, even this approach was open to improvement, as was subsequently shown by Allen and Meyer (1990) .
According to Allen and Meyer (1990) , the three-component model captures the affective attachment, perceived costs, and perceived obligation aspects of organizational commitment. As identifi ed by Mowday, Porter, and Steers, affective commitment is a strong belief in and acceptance of the organizational goals and values, a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization and a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization. (1982, p. 27) In contrast, continuance commitment is the outcome of an individual's decision to remain with an organization because of the personal time and resources already devoted to the company and because of the fi nancial costs of changing jobs. (Commeiras and Fournier 2001, p. 239) In addition, normative commitment is defi ned as the totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way which meets organizational goals and interests. (Wiener 1982, p. 421) The three-component model suggests that an employee can experience different levels of all three forms of commitment (Allen and Meyer 1990) . Further, Meyer and Allen (1991) hypothesized that there might be differences in the way other variables were associated with affective, continuance, and normative commitment. This notion has received empirical support focused on a variety of settings (Bentein et al. 2005; Lok, Westwood, and Crawford 2005; Snape and Redman 2003) . For example, in the marketing literature, Gruen, Summers, and Acito found that "the three components of commitment differed in their antecedents and consequences" (2000, p. 46) . However, organizational commitment is typically measured as a single construct in the sales literature (Agarwal and Ramaswami 1993; Amyx and Alford 2005) . In this study, we focus on the relationships between salespeople's job satisfaction, POS, trust in supervisor, effort, and the three forms of organizational commitment.
Salesperson Effort
Effort represents the "force, energy or activity by which work is accomplished" (Brown and Peterson 1994, p. 71) and has been recognized as one of the pivotal constructs in sales force and organizational behavior research (Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977) . Bagozzi (1992) argues that sales effort is a behavioral outcome of salespeople's organizational commitment. Furthermore, the link between salesperson effort and performance is well established, as Brown and Peterson refer to it as the "mechanism by which motivation is translated into accomplished work" (1994, p. 71) . Although little research has explored the impact of normative commitment or continuance commitment on effort, the positive affective commitment-effort relationship has been established in the sales literature. For example, Ingram, Lee, and Skinner (1989) proposed that salespeople's effort is positively related to their levels of affective organizational commitment. The idea was straightforward: affectively committed employees are more likely to exert effort on behalf of the organization as they see the organization's gain as their own (Jaramillo, Mulki, and Marshall 2005) . In fact, one facet of the organizational commitment questionnaire (OCQ) instrument developed by Mowday, Steers, and Porter addresses individuals' "willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization" (1979, p. 226) . For the benefi t of the organization, committed employees are willing to spend more time and a higher intensity of effort on work. As affective commitment represents the employees' emotional attachment to and identifi cation with the organization, the higher level of effort is consistent with their strong desire to remain part of the organization.
Although employees who have normative and continuance commitment also have a desire to maintain employment, the extent to which they are willing to exert effort would be different from those who are affectively committed. According to Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) , different forms of commitment are accompanied by different mind-sets, which in turn have differential behavioral implications. In particular, they argued that, "compared to normative and continuance commitment, affective commitment (a) correlates signifi cantly with a wider range of outcome measures and (b) correlates more strongly with any given outcome measure" (Meyer and Herscovitch 2001, p. 311) . According to social exchange theory, normative commitment is based on the norm of reciprocity where, based on the organization's actions, the salesperson feels that there is a particular way that he or she should behave (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005) . This is infl uenced not only by the normative culture within the company, but also by the norms of the salesperson's culture as a whole. Although this feeling of obligation to the organization (i.e., normative commitment) should lead to higher effort levels, the positive relationship between affective commitment and sales effort is expected to be stronger than that existing between normative commitment and sales effort.
Few st udies have investigated the relationship of continuance commitment to sales effort; however, we expect the relationship to be negative. Because continuance commitment is based on the calculation of cost and benefi t, it is least likely to correlate positively with sales effort (Meyer and Herscovitch 2001) . Among other aspects of employee behavior, service quality and intention to participate in professional activities were proposed to be negatively related to continuance commitment (Malhotra and Mukherjee 2003; Snape and Redman 2003) . A high continuance commitment implies that an individual stays in an organization simply because he or she has no better option. If a better opportunity presents itself, the individual would be likely to leave the organization (McNeilly and Russ 1992) . From a social exchange perspective, an individual who relates to an organization only by calculated benefi ts is less likely to exert effort in supporting that organization (Blau 1964) . This focus on calculated benefi ts is also in line with Meeker's (1971) discussion of rationality as a rule for interpersonal exchange. According to Meeker, rationality refers to an analysis of ends and means. The term rationality, as it is commonly used in economics, brings to mind an employee wanting to make the most effi cient use of his or her effort. Likely, this will involve putting forth the minimum amount of effort required to maintain employment. Because this minimum effort level is unknown, effort should decrease as employees test for the lower bound. Finding differences in the relationships among the three types of commitment and effort would allow sales managers to interpret varying levels of effort across their employees, and it could illustrate that not all components of commitment have similar effects. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis: 
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction is defi ned as "a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job or job experiences" (Locke 1976 (Locke , p. 1300 . Johnston et al. (1990) found a positive relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Moreover, meta-analytic fi ndings based on 59 empirical studies indicated that "organizational commitment is primarily a consequence, rather than an antecedent, of job satisfaction" (Brown and Peterson 1993, p. 72) . Noticeably, in all of these studies, the authors were referring to affective commitment. In contrast, the relationship between normative commitment and job satisfaction has not been systematically investigated in the sales literature, although it is intuitively expected to be positive.
Among the few studies investigating the relationships between job satisfaction and continuance commitment, Barksdale et al. (2003) found that salespeople's satisfaction with the organization is positively related to their continuance commitment. In a retailing context, Lee and Gao (2005) examined the relationships between continuance commitment and three specifi c aspects of job satisfactionthat is, satisfaction with pay, satisfaction with team, and satisfaction with the leader. For two of the three types of job satisfaction, the relationships are signifi cant and positive. However, none of the authors statistically compared the relative strength of the impact of affective and continuance commitment. Meanwhile, social exchange theory would imply that, based on Meeker's (1971) rationality, continuance commitment should increase as job satisfaction increases. This is because, in the comparison of costs to benefi ts, if the employee leaves the fi rm, he or she not only sacrifi ce a paycheck, but also his or her job satisfaction. Social exchange theory's reciprocity is useful for theoretically validating the expected positive relationship between job satisfaction and normative commitment (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005) .
Although job satisfaction is expected to be positively related to all three forms of organizational commitment, the relative strength of these relationships may vary. Job satisfaction has been defi ned as both an attitude and an affective state (Brown and Peterson 1993; Churchill, Ford, and Walker 1974) . According to Allen and Meyer (1990) , affective commitment refers to an individual's emotional attachment to the organization. As both job satisfaction and affective commitment share an attitudinal nature, we expect the relationship between them to be positive and strong. In contrast, normative commitment refers to an individual's feelings of obligation to stay with the organization, whereas continuance commitment arises from calculating benefi ts and costs of staying with the organization. Job satisfaction may evoke normative commitment (due to the reciprocity norm) and continuance commitment (due to perceived benefi ts). However, the impact is indirect and should be weaker than that from affective commitment. An understanding of the relative strengths of these relationships will be useful for managers to better understand where to focus efforts to satisfy employees and what results can be reasonably expected if satisfaction is increased. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis: 
Perceived Organizational Support
Perceived organizational support is defi ned as employees' perception regarding the extent to which the organization values their contributions and cares for their well-being (Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro 2001) . A positive relationship between POS and affective commitment is predicted by both organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al. 1986 ) and social exchange theory (Blau 1964) . As employees view favorable treatment of their organization as an indicator of the organization's benevolent orientation toward them, they tend to form an emotional attachment toward and identify with the organization-that is, develop affective commitment (Eisenberger et al. 1986 ). The existence of this relationship has been supported by numerous studies (e.g., Allen, Shore, and Griffeth 1999; Rhoades, Eisenberger, and Armeli 2001) .
In contrast, POS may reduce continuance commitment that occurs when employees stay with an organization simply because the costs of leaving are too high (Shore and Tetrick 1991) . Again, according to Meeker's (1971) rationality, the perceived benefi ts of working in an organization that cares about employees' contributions and well-being make cost considerations less important and feelings of entrapment less salient. Therefore, we expect POS to be negatively related to continuance commitment. In addition, POS may engender normative commitment. Due to the reciprocity norm, POS creates a felt obligation to care about the organization's well-being (Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro 2001) . The obligation to exchange caring for caring thus enhances employees' normative commitment, which involves a sense of obligation to the organization (Blau 1964; Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005) . Consequently, we expect the relationship between POS and normative commitment to be positive. However, because only affective commitment shares the attitudinal nature with POS, it should have the strongest relationship. The implication of testing for the direction and strength of these relationships is that managers will be able to understand how their support behaviors impact their salespeople's commitment levels and, indirectly, salesperson effort (H1). Therefore, we propose
Hypothesis 3: POS is related to all three components of organizational commitment. Specifically, of the three components, (a) affective commitment has the strongest positive relationship with POS, (b) normative commitment has a positive relationship with POS, and (c) continuance commitment has a negative relationship with POS.
Moreover, in the sales force management literature, Babakus et al. (1996) found POS to be an antecedent of job satisfaction. As job satisfaction represents employees' overall affect-laden attitude toward their job, POS contributes to overall job satisfaction by enhancing employees' perceived job security, increasing perceived expectancies, and signaling the availability of assistance from the organization when needed (Witt and Wilson 1991) . POS may also contribute to employees' feelings of competence and worth, thus enhancing self-confi dence and satisfaction with their job and potentially activating the norm of reciprocity (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005) . For managers, testing this relationship represents another possible method to indirectly infl uence salesperson effort. Therefore, we propose 
Trust in Supervisor
Trust in supervisor has been defi ned as the degree to which the salesperson perceives the supervisor as benevolent and believes that the supervisor is genuinely interested in the salesperson's welfare and provides due care for his or her needs. (AtuaheneGima and Li 2002, p. 63) The positive relationship between trust in supervisor and job satisfaction has been empirically established in sales research (Flaherty and Pappas 2000; Mulki, Jaramillo, and Locander 2006) . Given the relevance of this relationship to sales managers, and with the intention to examine this relationship within a complete nomological network with all three components of organizational commitment, we propose 
METHOD Sample and Data Collection
To test the hypotheses, we used salespeople working for a U.S.-based professional employer organization (PEO), a human resources (HR) service provider. The salespeople are responsible for selling HR services to small and mediumsized businesses throughout the nation. An online survey research fi rm was hired to administer the data collection. Before we posted the questionnaire, the vice president of sales sent e-mails to the sales force encouraging participation. To maximize the response rate, we highlighted confi dentiality of the responses at the beginning and throughout the questionnaire. The effort resulted in a usable sample of 142 observations, which represents a 25 percent response rate.
The average age of the respondents was 43.10 years (standard deviation [SD] = 8.62), with a range from 19 years to 62 years; 28.9 percent were females and 70.4 percent were males. Their selling experience ranged from 6 months to 35 years, with a mean of 15.13 years and a standard deviation of 8.36 years. The number of years worked for the company ranged from 1 month to more than 28 years, with a mean of 5.38 years and a standard deviation of 6.69 years. Nearly 80 percent of the respondents have a college degree or above. The demographic variables of the 142 salespeople are reported in Table 1 .
Measures

Organizational Commitment
We included three dimensions of organizational commitment in this study-affective, continuance, and normative. The items used were adapted from measures developed by Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) . Researchers often modify original scales to fi t into their contexts (e.g., Bansal, Irving, and Taylor 2004; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Rich 2001) . In the original organizational commitment scale, Allen and Meyer (1990) proposed eight items for each of the three dimensions. As an effort to increase our response rate, we reduced the number of items. Instead of eight items, we Fall 2009 341 selected four items each for the three organizational commitment dimensions. (One of the items of the continuance commitment scale was later removed due to low loading.) The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for each of the seven scales (including three types of organizational commitment) are provided in Table 2 .
Salesperson Effort
Salesperson effort was measured by a three-item scale taken from Brown and Peterson (1994) , which assesses salesperson's overall effort in the sales task, number of hours worked, and number of calls made. We asked salespeople to rate how they compared with others in the company on bipolar scales ranging from 1 "among the least in the company" to 7 "among the most in the company."
Job Satisfaction
We used the scale items developed by Hackman and Oldham (1975) to measure job satisfaction. This measure was composed of three items scored on a 1-7 scale, with larger values associated with higher levels of job satisfaction. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement "as it relates to your feelings about your work."
Perceived Organizational Support
We used fi ve items selected from the survey of perceived organizational support (Eisenberger et al. 1986 ). The items were selected to refl ect two aspects of the construct-that is, the organization's valuation of the employee's contribution and care about employee's well-being (Stinglhamber and Vandenberghe 2003) . Respondents rated their level of agreement with these statements as they related to their perceived support from the company.
Trust in Supervisor
We used the three-item scale taken from MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Rich (2001) , which is a modifi ed version of a scale developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990) . According to MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Rich, the scale captures salespeople's perception of the "fairness and trustworthiness of their managers" (2001, p. 123) . We asked the respondents to evaluate the extent to which they agreed with the statements relating to their feelings toward their sales managers. The items, loadings, and coeffi cient alphas are reported in Table 3 .
Control Variables
To control for the potential effects of demographic variables, we included age, gender, sales experience, and education in the correlation table. As demonstrated in Table 2 , most of the correlation coeffi cients are insignifi cant. Because none of the demographic variables are correlated with job satisfaction, work effort, or the three dimensions of commitment, we decided not to include them into the path model to focus on our main research questions.
ANALYSES AND RESULTS
Assessment of Measurement Model
The model was analyzed using structural equation modeling (SEM) with Amos 7.0 (Byrne 2001) . As the fi rst step, we investigated the dimensionality of organizational commitment (Snape and Redman 2003) . We estimated and compared four models-that is, an independence model, a single-factor model, a two-factor model (with the affective and normative on one factor and the continuance items on another), and a three-factor model (Snape and Redman 2003) . Following the literature, we allowed the factors to be correlated in the two-and three-factor models (Meyer, Allen, and Smith 1993) . The results were similar to those of Snape and Redman (2003) , as we found the three-factor model was superior to both the one-and two-factor models, based on fi t indices. In addition, the change in χ 2 value from the two-factor model to the three-factor model was signifi cant. The comparison of the four models is reported in Table 4 .
We then specifi ed and tested the seven-factor measurement model (confi rmatory factor analysis [CFA]). All items had high loadings on their prespecifi ed factors, indicating suffi cient convergent validity (Anderson and Gerbing 1988) . There were no signifi cant cross-loadings and correlated errors. Next, we conducted χ 2 difference tests on the correlations between constructs. As all correlations differed signifi cantly from 1.0, we found evidence of discriminant validity. In addition, the average variance extracted for each construct was greater than the recommended cutoff value of 0.5, suggesting that the variance captured by the construct is larger than the variance due to measurement error (Fornell and Larcker 1981) . Based on these results, we concluded that the measurement exhibited adequate convergent and discriminant validity.
The measurement model had a good overall fi t. The χ 2 statistic for the whole model was 321.65, with 254 degrees of freedom (df). The relative chi-square (χ 2 /df) was less Table 2 Intercorrelations, Reliabilities, and Descriptive Statistics 
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than 2, thus indicating an adequate fi t (Byrne 2001) . The comparative fi t index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) was 0.97 and 0.96, respectively. The root mean square of approximation (RMSEA) was 0.043. Although the goodnessof-fi t index (NFI) of 0.86 was slightly below the critical value of 0.90, based on the satisfactory results of the indices, we concluded that the overall fi t of the measurement model was acceptable. The summary of the CFA results is reported in Table 3 .
We followed the approach suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) to control for common method bias. First, before surveying the salespeople, we pretested the scales and deleted ambiguous and potentially confusing items based on their feedback. Second, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on all items and found seven factors that have eigenvalues greater than one. In addition, the Harmon one-factor test failed to identify any general factor that accounted for the majority of covariance among all Notes: R = reverse coded. All factor loadings are standardized and signifi cant at p < 0.01.
measures (Podsakoff et al. 2003) , although the fi rst factor explained 30.6 percent of the variation. Therefore, a common method bias is less likely to be a signifi cant threat to our research.
Hypotheses Testing
In the hypothesized model, POS and trust in supervisor were modeled as exogenous variables, whereas the three organizational commitment constructs, job satisfaction, and effort were modeled as endogenous variables. Considering the number of measures involved relative to sample size, we used summated indicators of each construct in the structural analyses (SEM). This is a common practice for handling a large number of variables (relative to sample size) and presents results in a parsimonious way (Babin and Boles 1998; Barksdale et al. 2003; Brown and Peterson 1994) . Following the recommendation by Kenny (1979) , we constrained each measurement coeffi cient to the square root of its scale's reliability before setting the corresponding error term at one minus scale reliability (Hayduk 1987; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Ahearne 1998 ). An SEM approach was used to test the hypothesized model. The χ 2 statistic was 13.15, with 9 degrees of freedom. This indicated an acceptable fi t, as the relative chi-square (χ 2 /df) = 1.46 was below the cutoff value of 2.0. The CFI was 0.98, the TLI was 0.96, and the NFI was 0.95, respectively. All of these indices were above the 0.90 cutoff value. In addition, the RMSEA of 0.057 was satisfactory because a value below 0.08 is expected for an adequate fi t. The results of the estimated coeffi cients and fi t indices are reported in Table 5 .
Although the fi t was adequate, we explored a more accurate and parsimonious representation of the data by deleting some of the nonsignifi cant paths (Brown and Peterson 1994; McCallum 1986) . Estimation of the revised model resulted in a very good fi t. As reported in Table 5 , the χ 2 statistic was 16.26, with 13 degrees of freedom. The CFI was 0.99, the TLI was 0.98, the NFI was 0.93, and the RMSEA was 0.042. Graphical representation of the revised structural model and path coeffi cients is provided in Figure 1 (the solid lines) .
H1 posited that the three forms of organizational commitment have differential effects on sales effort. Specifi cally, affective commitment has the strongest positive effect, whereas normative and continuance commitment have a positive and a negative effect, respectively. As indicated in Figure 1 , affective commitment had a signifi cant effect on effort (β = 0.17, p < 0.05), but both normative commitment and continuance commitment had no signifi cant effect. Further, the difference in the effects of affective and continuance commitment was signifi cant (χ 2 = 4.73, df = 1, p < 0.05), although the difference between affective and normative commitment was not signifi cant (χ 2 = 0.12, df = 1, n.s.). Thus, H1 was partially supported.
Figure 1 also demonstrates that job satisfaction positively infl uences salespeople's affective commitment (β = 0.19, p < 0.05) and normative commitment (β = 0.28, p < 0.01). Thus, both H2a and H2b were supported. The relationship between job satisfaction and continuance commitment was negative, but not signifi cant. Therefore, we did not fi nd support for H2c. Further testing revealed that the difference between affective and normative commitment was not signifi cant (χ 2 = 0.25, df = 1, n.s.). As for H3, the relationship between POS and affective commitment was positive and signifi cant (β = 0.52, p < 0.01), whereas that between POS and continuance commitment was negative and signifi cant (β = -0.27, p < 0.01). These results supported H3a and H3c. However, the relationship between POS and normative commitment was not signifi cant. Thus, we did not fi nd support for H3b. The incremental χ 2 test revealed that the difference in the effects of affective and continuance commitment was signifi cant (χ 2 = 50.04, df = 1, p < 0.001), and that between affective and normative commitment was also signifi cant (χ 2 = 13.31, df = 1, p < 0.001). These results partially supported H3. H4 posited that POS positively infl uences job satisfaction. This hypothesis was supported (β = 0.55, p < 0 .01). H5 was also supported, as the Table 5 Standardized 
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Notes:
To simplify the table, we did not report the direct effects of ARS, the control variable that refl ects the acquiescent bias. ** Signifi cant at p < 0.05; *** signifi cant at p < 0.01.
coeffi cient between trust in supervisor and job satisfaction was positive and signifi cant (β = 0.17, p < 0.05).
To estimate the impact of potential acquiescence bias, we selected two items in the affective commitment measure and two items in the normative commitment measure as the matched set of positively and negatively worded items (Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001 ). Salespeople's responses to the negatively worded item were compared to their responses to the positively worded items. Following the literature (Agustin and Singh 2005; Grayson, Johnson, and Chen 2008) , we computed acquiescence response style (ARS), an acquiescence latent factor, and included it in the revised model as a control variable (Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001) . As demonstrated in Table 5 , this control does not change any substantive conclusions. In fact, most estimates and signifi cance remain the same.
Additional Analyses
We conducted several additional analyses. First, to further explore the relationship between trust in supervisor and organizational commitment, we tested the mediating role of job satisfaction. Following the approach suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) , we assessed four conditions. First, as shown in Table 2 , trust in supervisor was signifi cantly related to affective commitment (r = 0.23, p < 0.01). Second, we found that trust in supervisor was signifi cantly related to job satisfaction. Third, job satisfaction was signifi cantly related to affective commitment. Last, the relationship between trust in supervisor and affective commitment became insignifi cant after controlling for job satisfaction. Therefore, we conclude that the effect of trust in manager on affective commitment is completely mediated by job satisfaction (Baron and Kenny 1986 ).
Second, we tested whether continuance and normative commitment interact with affective commitment. After mean-centering the three types of commitment, we created two product terms and tested for potential interaction effects with hierarchical regression. The analyses revealed a positive interaction effect between affective and normative commitment. Specifi cally, the relationship between affective commitment and work effort becomes stronger when normative commitment is high than when it is low. The interaction effect was established as both the coeffi cient (β = 0.20, p < 0.05) and the incremental F-value (Δ F = 5.55; p < 0.01) were signifi cant. In contrast, we did not fi nd such an effect for continuance commitment. Next, we discuss our fi ndings in the context of management-controllable drivers of organizational commitment and salesperson effort.
DISCUSSION AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS
Our study delineated the relationships of the three forms of organizational commitment with important theoretically linked variables in a sales context. The fi ndings suggest that affective commitment has a positive effect on sales effort, whereas normative and continuance commitment do not. However, these results do not negate the importance of normative and continuance commitment. For example, as indicated by our supplementary analyses, normative commitment may enhance effort indirectly through its interacting effect with affective commitment. Further, the study shows that several important antecedents have a differential infl uence on the three forms of organizational commitment. POS has a strong positive effect on affective commitment, no signifi cant effect on normative commitment, and a negative effect on continuance commitment. In addition, we found that job satisfaction has a positive effect on both affective and normative commitment, but no signifi cant effect on continuance commitment. These fi ndings echo the notion that the different forms of organizational commitment have different relationships with other variables (Meyer and Allen 1991; Meyer, Becker, and Vandenberghe 2004) . Past research shows that affective commitment, out of Meyer and Allen's three components of organizational commitment, has the strongest positive effect on intention to participate in professional activities, performance, and service quality, followed by normative commitment (to a lesser extent), whereas continuance commitment is typically unrelated, or negatively related to these outcomes (Malhotra and Mukherjee 2003; Preston and Brown 2004; Snape and Redman 2003) . Therefore, our fi nding that various organizational and managerial factors contribute differently to the three forms of organizational commitment is consistent with the literature (Meyer and Allen 1991) .
From a theoretical perspective, these fi ndings extend our understanding of organizational commitment as it applies to sales personnel. Although correlated, affective commitment, normative commitment, and continuance commitment are distinct components. The reliabilities, discriminant validity, and convergent validity of the measurement model are all satisfactory. The differential relationships with other variables also confi rm the model's nomological validity. The overall favorable results support a three-dimensional framework.
Documenting the differential impact of these variables in a sales context benefi ts sales executives in their en-
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deavors to enhance company performance and employee loyalty. Because affective commitment has the strongest impact of the three components on salespeople's performance-related behavior, such as effort, sales managers need to understand how they can infl uence their sales forces' affective commitment. Our fi ndings suggest that the most critical predictor of affective commitment in our nomological network is POS. Due to the frequent interactions between salespeople and their sales manager, many salespeople view their managers as the primary representative of the organization. The leadership and management style of managers therefore determines the extent to which salespeople perceive the organization values their contributions and cares for their well-being (i.e., POS).
Along those same lines, our results call attention to how and when the different types of commitment can be infl uenced. For example, in Figure 1 , POS is shown to have a direct effect on both continuance commitment and affective commitment. Although normative commitment is linked to job satisfaction, there is no direct link leading to it from POS. It would appear, at least based on the variables included in our model, that continuance and affective commitment can be motivated by extrinsic factors, whereas normative commitment is more intrinsic and stable. As refl ected in our measurement scale, normative commitment refl ects a value judgment on the part of the employee. Items used to measure normative commitment support this view (e.g., "I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization"). To individuals with high amounts of normative commitment, being loyal to their employer is simply the right thing to do. The fact that an absence of POS does not take away from normative commitment suggests that normative commitment is not contingent upon the actions of the company and that the employee is committed to his or her moral stance regardless of the circumstance. This implies that managers can infl uence continuance and affective commitment on an ongoing basis throughout the salesperson's employment by communicating their level of support, but normative commitment is best accounted for at hiring.
Some interesting results concerning normative commitment are that (1) it has no direct effect on salesperson effort, and (2) it indirectly enhances effort through a moderating effect with affective commitment. Meyer and Allen (1991) have shown that normative commitment is a necessary component of organizational commitment, and our research suggests that normative commitment alone is not suffi cient to motivate the salesperson to exert additional effort on behalf of the company. It is interesting that the values that underlie normative commitment are strong enough to induce a feeling of obligation to the company, but not strong enough to push the salesperson to work harder. However, normative commitment plays a supporting role during the process of sales force motivation as it strengthens the infl uence of affective commitment on salesperson effort. The positive moderating effect indicates that it is benefi cial for a salesperson to be both affectively and normatively committed.
Furthermore, because affective commitment is emotionally based, normative commitment is likely to be important for retaining employees during hard times or lapses in POS. Whereas affective commitment provides the excitement required to motivate salesperson effort, normative commitment provides a rational basis for a salesperson to remain with his or her organization. According to our results, salespeople who are committed both emotionally and rationally are likely to work hard for their company. Further, normative commitment serves as an important consideration as it has been linked to participation in professional activities and reduced withdrawal intentions (Snape and Redman 2003) .
As demonstrated in our mediation test, although affective commitment and trust in manager are positively correlated, trust in manager does not have a direct effect on affective commitment. In fact, the infl uence of trust in manager on affective commitment is fully mediated by job satisfaction. The reason could be that trust in supervisor is a construct embedded in the sales manager-an individual. The emotional attachment toward and identifi cation with the sales manager enhance salespeople's job satisfaction, which includes satisfaction with supervisor. On the other hand, organizational commitment is an attitudinal intention toward the organization. Because the organization and its individual sales managers are, in a sense, "separate" identities at different levels, there is no direct effect from trust in manager to organizational commitment.
Sales managers also should give serious consideration to the reduction of continuance commitment. Past research shows that continuance commitment links negatively to service quality and intention to participate in professional activities (Malhotra and Mukherjee 2003; Snape and Redman 2003) . Researchers have also found that continuance commitment leads to a high propensity to quit. Therefore, continuance commitment is detrimental to company performance and employee loyalty. For sales managers, once again, the best predictor of continuance commitment is POS. In fact, POS has a strong negative effect on continuance commitment. Sales managers play a critical role in defi ning the work environment of their sales force. A salesperson who perceives the work environment to be benevolent and supporting puts less weight on calculating the costs and benefi ts of being part of the organization.
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Our study employed a cross-sectional design using a sample from one organization, a typical limitation of sales research. The advantage of using one organization is that it controls for extraneous variation such as differences in compensation programs, and so forth, among companies. However, we caution readers regarding the external validity of the fi ndings. Future research with a longitudinal design and data collected from multiple companies would allow a better scrutiny of the relationships among the different forms of organizational commitment and their antecedents and consequences. However, as similar results have been obtained in nonsales studies, external validity is less likely to be a serious concern.
Another limitation is that we did not include propensity to quit and actual turnover in the model. Based on empirical fi ndings from nonsales studies, we expect propensity to quit to be negatively related to affective commitment and positively related to continuance commitment. Future research could build on this study to explore the infl uence of these constructs. In addition, we failed to include an MV marker, a construct that is theoretically unrelated to our study, in our survey. Therefore, it is infeasible for us to apply the method recommended by Lindell and Whitney (2001) to further test the common method bias. Finally, other antecedents may have a differential impact on the three forms of organizational commitment. For example, Allen and Meyer (1990) found that salespeople's role clarity, goal clarity, and self-effi cacy have the strongest positive effect on affective commitment, but no such effects on normative and continuance commitment. It would be interesting to explore these variables in a sales context (e.g., Sager and Johnston 1989) . Last, all salespeople in our study are from the United States, which is considered an individualistic culture. As salespeople who live in collectivistic communities may form organizational commitment differently, managers and scholars would benefi t from a cross-cultural design.
